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 Bali is one of Indonesia’s seventeen thousand islands and it has become a major tourist 
destination for visitors from all over the world. One of the most sought after attractions are the 
various monkey forests on the island, and one of the most renowned is the Padangtegal Monkey 
Forest in Ubud. As someone who studies Biological Anthropology, I am fascinated by primates 
both human and non-human. Within the Ubud Monkey Forest these two species come into contact 
on a daily basis.  
Ethnoprimatology is a growing study, and it refers to the “interconnections between human 
and nonhuman primates” (McCarthy et al. 2009). Most of these studies center around the genus  
Macaca. Their home ranges overlap with humans from South East Asia to Northern Africa and 
they are a common tourist attraction. However, unmanaged and unsafe close contact between 
humans and macaques can have extreme consequences for the health of both species. Macaques 
can transmit simian foamy virus, herpes B virus, among others. In turn, humans can transmit 
measles, influenza, and respiratory pathogens to macaques. There are also studies that suggest that 
human-macaque interactions can also lead to “heightened intragroup aggression macaques, injury, 
and missed or negative educational experiences for humans” (McCarthy et al. 2009). Yet these 
places are still so sought after. This forest offers a unique environment to explore the ways in 
which the macaques interact with the visitors. I wanted to develop a better understanding of 
Balinese Hinduism and its connection with monkeys. I also was interested in how these animals 





Understanding the methodologies used to conduct a field study are extremely important as 
they allow the reader to consider the validity of an argument as well as the ethics involved. I used 
ethnographic interviews, published literature, and behavioral observations to better understand the 
human-monkey interactions from a religious point of view and also that of a tourist. The specific 
methods I utilized will be extrapolated upon further in those sections. 
Furthermore, this paper seeks to understand the relationship between macaques and 
humans in the Padangtegal Monkey Forest located in Ubud, Bali. I examine whether: 1) the rate 
of interactions between humans and monkeys was related to number of tourists in proximity to the 
feeding location; 2) the rate of interactions between monkeys and humans was related to the 
presence of certain age sex classifications of monkeys; 4) interactions were most commonly 
affiliative, submissive, or aggressive.  
Through my behavioral observations I found that the number of people at a given feeding 
location had limited conclusive effects on the number of interactions per hour. Although it should 
be noted that when there are extreme amounts of people there will likely be less monkeys in 
general. My observations also suggested that juveniles are the most likely to interact with people. 
Affiliative behavior was the most common for both juvenile and adult monkeys; Submissive 
behavior was not common. 
Introduction to Macaca fascicularis 
Long-Tailed Macaques or Macaca fascicularis live in various regions in South-East Asia 
and are highly adaptable creatures. Macaques are a part of the Cercopithecoidea family or are Old 
World Monkeys. They are evolutionarily closer to humans than New World Monkeys. These 
creatures are active during the day and have the ability to swim in water for short periods of time. 
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The average lifespan of a female macaque is around 20 years compared to the male who are only 
expected to live to around 15. Females sexually mature at about three to five years, while males 
reach maturity at around four to five years (The Sacred Monkey Forest Brochure 2019). This 
specific species does exhibit sexual dimorphism1 in regards to average size. Male macaques get 
much bigger than their female counterparts. The dominant males can reach up to 8 kg, whereas 
females stay in the 2.5-5.7 kg range (The Sacred Monkey Forest Brochure 2019). Though mating 
occurs throughout the year, it is most common in the months from May to August. Pregnancies 
last about 6 months normally resulting in one infant. Babies stay within close proximity of their 
mothers for 10 months, and thereafter they are weaned off. Juvenile macaques are cared for not 







(Image 1: Long-Tailed Macaque taken by 
Reiley Adelson at Mount Batur Spring 2019.) 
 
 
                                               
1 Sexual Dimorphism is a distinct difference in size or appearance between the sexes of an animal in addition to 
difference between the sexual organs themselves. 
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History of the Forest 
According to Pak Buana2, Manager of the Monkey Forest, over 1.4 million people visited 
in 2018, which averages to about 4,000 people a day. However the popular forest did not always 
serve this particular purpose. Pak Buana explained that the forest area was originally hunting 
grounds for Ubud royal family. The village, Padangtegal, was once known as a painter village. In 
1920’s a man named Anak Agung Gede Rai, who also founded the ARMA Museum, initiated the 
monkey-tourism as he brought people to the forest to see the monkey and then continue on to the 
painter’s house (Pak Buana).  
Tourism in this region heightened in the 1970’s and 80’s. They had not established 
entrances fees, instead donation boxes were set up. There was not a specific management team or 
director, and the number of macaques in the forest still remained quite small (Fuentes et al. 2007). 
In the late eighties and early nineties, the Monkey Forest Foundation was organized (Pak Buana). 
There was a shift from complete local management to business style management. The forest was 
still run by village locals, but they appointed an official manager and a few staff members. During 
this time they also increased provisioned foodstuff, informational signage and ticket booths. There 
also began some collaboration with veterinary doctors for issues of macaque health (Fuentes et al. 
2007).  
In the late 1990’s they established a formalized management system with a full-time 
manager and staff members. With the new management more active care was given to the monkeys 
and there was an increase in diversity, location and style of provisioned food. They also developed 
                                               
2 Author would like to note that Information obtained from Pak Buana was gathered by Kylee Baze, another SIT 
student studying macaque behavior.  
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infrastructure improvements by planting more trees to increase the forest size; adding a better 
irrigation system; creating footpaths; and closing off all vehicle roads within the forest. During 
this period, they began collaboration with Universitas Udayana on research and veterinary issues. 
The forest management also actively engaged with owners of surrounding rice fields “in effort to 
reduce crop raiding” (Fuentes et al. 2007).  
Presently, the forest is still owned by the village; according to Pak Buana “technically, 661 
families own the property”. The staff are still composed mostly of village locals. There are a total 
of 212 employees, 156 of which are local and 56 are outsourced from a third party (Pak Buana). 
The outsourced jobs have less to do with the monkeys and are more centered on maintenance like 
parking, cleaning services, security and gardening. The ticket revenue is split into different 
categories: entertainment tax goes to the regency government of Gianyar; some goes to 
management, operation and salaries; and the rest goes to the village. According to recent data from 
a Belgian research group there are currently around 1,015 monkeys in the forest, which is up from 
the 857 recorded last year (The Sacred Monkey Forest Brochure 2019). The monkeys are split up 
into seven known territories within the forest. These numbers are not common knowledge. Because 
the population is growing so quickly, many of the workers were not able to give me confident 
answers when I asked about the total number of territories and monkeys. One tour-guide 3 
explained that there were over three thousand macaques in the forest.  
                                               
3 Tour guides are not employed by the monkey forest, but are hired by visitors to lead them around. Therefore, their 




(Image 2: Map of Monkey Forest from Monkey Forest Website) 
Pak Buana described the four purposes of the forest: tourism, education, providing  “lungs 
to the city”, and a protected place for rare plants that are used for religious activities. Tourism is a 
undoubtedly one of the more obvious factors. Many may consider the interactions between the 
humans and the monkeys in The Sacred Monkey Forest Sanctuary to be under the realm of  “éco-
tourisme”. However, Honey (1999) described true ecotourism as containing the following 
components: “it involves travel to natural destinations, minimizes impact, builds on environmental 
awareness, provides direct financial benefits for conservation, provides financial benefits and 
empowerment for local people, respects local culture, and supports human rights and democratic 
movements”. Macaque tourism does fit some of the criteria, but it's primarily directed at viewing 
and interacting with macaques. There is much less of a focus on overall conservation, and 
education (Fuentes et al. 2007).  
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Macaque and human interactions in the monkey forest are instead best described using the 
term “commensalism”. Commensalism defined in biological terms an “association between two 
organisms in which one benefits and the other derives neither benefit nor harm.” When examined 
plainly, it is obvious that the monkeys benefit from the human interaction as they can take 
advantage of the foodstuff to supplement their diet (Brotcorne 2014). Though other scholars have 








● Economic, local income: If activity/sites are primarily under the control of 
the local human population, income generation can potentially benefit the 
local community. 
● Economic, management income: Tourists’ fees for viewing/entering the site 
result in income generation, some of which may be used toward macaque 
provisioning and other site management practices. 
● Education: Interest in the macaques and locations provides a potential for 
education/awareness of tourists. 
● Macaque protection: Macaques themselves may benefit from tourist interest, 
e.g., receive additional food provisions, protection from predators, and 
possibly veterinary assistance from local human populations. 
 
 
Though it must also be noted that the relationship between macaques and humans is not 














● Disease transmission: High rates of interaction and physical contact can result 
in increased risk of bidirectional pathogen transmission. 
● Distorting macaque physiology: High rates of provisioned foods may include 
high-carbohydrate and other anthropogenic foods that may result in reduced 
activity rates and increased adipose deposition in the macaques. Birth rates 
may increase or decrease relative to normative patterns, life span may be 
altered, growth rate/body size may change. 
● Behavioral conflict: High overlap with human populations can lead to 
increased conflict and competition, especially in macaque populations. Size 
increases as a result of tourism and/or management practices. 
● Economic, conflict: The potentially large economic impact of a macaque 
touristic site can result in local conflict between human stakeholders, 
especially as the majority of the locations are in relatively economically 
impoverished places. 
 
 The Sacred Monkey Forest was not always a place that generated extreme amounts of 
visitors. Prior to this change the interactions between humans and monkeys were much more 
limited. In order to assure the safety and health of both the monkeys and the visitors there are 







Management of Monkey Forest 
Management of the Monkey Forest has changed over the past few years. In the Monkey 
Forest they are currently provisioned a multitude of foodstuffs daily. As demonstrated in Image 3 
below, food is held in cages at designated feeding spots all over the park. The cages contain their 






(Image 3: Worker cutting corn for 
many macaques at a central feeding 
station. Taken at the Ubud Monkey 
forest Spring 2019 by author) 
 
The monkeys get sweet potatoes three to five times a day and also receive other foods like 
banana, papaya leaf, corn, cucumber, coconut, and local fruit around three times a day (The Sacred 
Monkey Forest Brochure 2019). The workers open the food cages and use a knife to cut up the 
fruits and vegetables. Once food is removed from the cage large numbers of monkeys gather 
around waiting to be fed, as shown in Image 3 above. Some of the more courageous monkeys 
attempted to get into the cage to get their own food. The workers usually cut up smaller pieces of 
food and save bigger slices for the dominant adult males in the group. This helps to alleviate 
tension and gives all of the monkeys an opportunity to eat. These crates make the food accessible 
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to the workers and also act as a form of enrichment for the monkeys. The monkeys sit around the 
cage and use their fingers and teeth to get some of the more favorable food out. According to a 
worker at the forest their favorite foods are “banana, corn, and papaya leaf”. The long-tailed 
macaque is also known as the crab-eating macaques as they are omnivores. Within the park these 
monkeys are not provisioned any meat but they are able to forage throughout the forest and into 
the city.  
Before April of 2017, tourists were allowed to buy bananas from various locally owned 
shops to feed to the monkeys. Though due to recommendations passed on by researchers and 
through new management practices, this custom was ended. The forest prevented the selling of 
bananas and food to tourists, and they established a no contact policy. There are several reasons 
why this practice was ended.  
Foremost, according to Pak Buana bananas were only sold in three locations right outside 
the monkey forest. Therefore, only three of the seven territories were receiving bananas. Tensions 
between the different groups is already at a high due to the large populations, and adding in unequal 
access to a highly sought out food source only escalated the internal issues.  
Secondly, the sale of bananas also created tensions among the villagers and shopkeepers, 
as only some had the ability to sell food to tourists. Those people who had the ability to sell food 
were receiving a higher income than those who were just selling souvenirs. Pak Buana also 
mentioned that every five years there is a lottery for each shop spot within the Park, and those 
spots that were allowed to sell bananas were highly wanted by all the villagers when it was time 
for spot renewal.  
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Thirdly, the presence of bananas increased risks for both tourists and monkeys. People 
would hand the monkeys food or would use it to entice the monkeys onto their shoulders and 
heads. The food caused fights to break out among monkeys, which made them more aggressive 
and therefore increased risks to tourists just by being around them. One of the forest workers 
relayed to me that the practice was deemed too dangerous by the manager. He said that “there were 
big bananas so maybe there would be 3,4,5 monkey on one person and maybe they bite them.” 
According to Wheatley (1994), its aggressive behavior becomes an adaptive response to food. 
Monkeys learn to respond aggressively to tourists with food”. The animals evaluate the 
visitor for potential food and the environmental context for the animal’s success in 
obtaining it. Tourists with food can appear at any time, and a vigilant quick, and aggressive 
animal may be able to get it under appropriate conditions.  
Lastly, Pak Buana also noticed behavioral changes of the monkeys due to the method of 
feeding. Monkeys were “becoming very dependent on humans to literally bring them and hand 
them food, taking away their natural instincts to go find food.” This also increased their interaction 
with humans, as the macaques would just jump on visitors for no reason because they thought they 
had food. I asked a couple of visitors what they thought might happen if the forest reinstated the 
visitor food provisioning. One answered that it would “probably generate a lot of revenue”, while 
another answered similar to Pak Buana. She thought it would be harmful for the monkeys, as she 
also already saw one “eating a sunscreen bottle”. She felt that more “human interaction would 
probably worsen their health”.  
 Another newer management practice is the population control program. Due to the 
abundant resources- food, water, and shelter- population has grown drastically. In 2012, the Forest 
started giving males in each group vasectomies. However, they discovered that this method of 
population control was not extremely effective. Even with fewer fertile males, they could still 
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impregnate many females. In 2016, they began to perform female sterilizations. Females who are 
sterilized are tattooed on their stomachs. According to Pak Buana, “the letter corresponds to the 
group the monkey belongs to and the number represents the number of monkeys to be sterilized 
within that group”. For example, if a female were to have the marking “T 11” she would be a 
member of the temple group and the 11th female to be sterilized. 
All of the hired workers at the Forest wear green uniforms (See Image 4). One of the 
workers told me that this helps the monkeys distinguish between them and the visitors. It also gives 
the visitors a clear indication of who actually works for the forest and who is just a knowledgeable 
tour guide. The workers have a multitude of jobs: they answer questions posed by visitors, feed 
the macaques, and are there to make sure that both visitors and macaques remain safe. Along with 
doing the actual feedings, the workers alerted the monkeys when it’s time to eat. The employees 
let out a loud call that imitates one of the monkey’s vocalizations. The monkeys often respond as 
they come over to the feeding station. This call also signals to the other workers that the monkeys 











(Image 4: Worker at the Monkey forest 
on phone, with Monkey nearby on the 
right. Taken by author Spring 2019.) 
 
I noticed different interactions between the workers and the monkeys. Most of the time 
they just ignored one another, (See Image 4). Some workers and monkeys demonstrated more 
affiliative behavior towards one another; a monkey laid on a worker’s lap as he pets its head and 
back. There were also other interactions where the workers demonstrated their dominance over the 
macaques, especially to the larger males. Multiple workers played a game similar to “monkey in 
the middle” where they tossed around a piece of desirable food so the monkey couldn’t get it. I 
saw a worker bat at dominant male monkey, and another worker taunt a monkey by pretending to 
poke it and then pulling away before it could bite. Though this could be considered unnecessarily  
aggressive behavior, it may aid in the relationships between the monkeys and the workers. 
Aggression is shown by the more dominant individual in this case the worker, and the monkey 
shows more respect. 
Many of the workers carry around slingshots with them. In other monkey forests, “rock 
throwing is the primary means used by park staff to discourage monkeys from... being aggressive 
toward tourists” (Ruesto 2010). Though I never witnessed a worker actually utilize the slingshot 
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to hit a monkey, the monkeys did see the sling shot as a threat and would retreat when it was 
drawn. Workers also place food into the slingshot and send it off to distract the monkeys if they 
are acting aggressively towards a visitor. Workers also utilize the distraction method to protect the 
monkey’s health. When visitors point out that the monkeys are eating things like napkins, paper, 
or plastic, workers would sometimes give them more valuable food as a trade. Although most of 
the workers are adamant that the tourist refrain from feeding the animals themselves, they may 
help the tourists get a memorable picture.  
In the series of pictures below (See Image 6, 7, 8), one of the workers was attempting to 
get an adult male to pose for a picture, and there were visitors posing behind the monkey. The 
worker was holding one of the visitors’ phones in his left hand and pieces of corn in his right 
(Image 5). The male macaque grew impatient and lunged at the worker- going for the phone rather 
than the corn (Image 6). The interaction ended with the macaque threatening the worker with an 


















(Image 5- top, 6- middle, 7- bottom: Worker in green on left 
and dominant male macaque on right) 
Hinduism 
Many scholars are aware of human impacts on local ecologies and environments. 
McCarthy claims that “if primatological inquiries are to continue to make accurate assessments of 
the interplay between nonhuman primates and their environments, human behavior should be 
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considered an important socio ecological variable” (2009). Therefore, understanding the religious 
ideologies aid in contextualizing the human behavior. Even though Indonesia is a majority Muslim 
country, the largest religion in Bali is Hinduism. This form of Hinduism is unique to Bali, even 
though there are many similar characteristics. I interviewed a Udayana student, Agus4, about the 
relevance of monkeys in Balinese Hinduism. According to him, “people respect monkeys and 
guard them because they expect monkeys to do the same for people”. These beliefs stem from an 
old Indian Epic called Ramayana, in which a monkey with god like powers, Hanuman, assists a 
king, Rama, to retrieve his kidnapped wife, Sita. There are many different versions of the story 
due to “desa-kala-patra”: “Desa” meaning place, “kala” meaning time, and “patra” meaning 
individual. Though this phrase can convey various messages it explains why different people have 
contrasting interpretations of the same story. The understanding of the story depends on one’s 
place, the time period, and the individual. Agus told the story as follows, 
Hanuman was human before he was turned into a monkey. When he was a small child he 
wanted to eat the sun because he thought it looked like an apple. Because Hanuman was a 
strong child he sets off to eat the sun. The sun god became very angry with Hanuman and 
defeats him. The Sun god hurt Hanuman’s mouth by stabbing him and opened it up to make 
it look like a monkey’s mouth. He also gave him a tail, and soon he became a monkey. 
Afterwards the Sun god apologized, and Hanuman also decided he wanted a teacher. The 
sun god accepted and taught Hanuman superpowers like extreme strength until he was an 
adult. Hanuman fasted and meditated a lot, and as he grew older he felt like someone was 
waiting for him. After some time Hanuman met Rama, a human form of Wisnu5, and as 
soon as he met him, he realized that Rama was the one he was waiting for. Hanuman 
decided he wanted to devote his life to Rama- to be his guard. Sita is the wife of Rama. 
Rahwana, the king of giants, was in love with Sita. Rahwana stole Sita from Rama and 
kept her in his castle. As Rama’s guard, Hanuman tried to stop Rahwana in a battle. Rama 
gave Hamunam his ring so that Sita would recognize that the monkey was there to rescue 
her. Unfortunately, Rahwana won the first fight because he is stronger. There are other 
god-like beings that try to defeat Rahwana but they all lose. In the end Rama meditates to 
connect with the gods. Siwa, the God of Destruction, helps Rama defeat Rahwana.  
                                               
4 Agus’s name is utilized in this paper. Permission was granted to the author. 
5 Wisnu is one of the three main gods in Balinese Hinduism. He is the known as the preserver or maintainer. 
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 Although Hanuman does not prevail in this version of the story his devotion to Rama is 
remembered, and monkeys are respected because of it. This epic is also performed in dance called 
Kecak or Fire Dance. According to a pamphlet provided at the Uluwatu temple, famous for their 
Fire Dance, “Kecak is the most unique Balinese dance which is not accompanied by any 
orchestra/gamelan.” Kecak is instead performed by a choir of seventy men, and it has its origin in 
an old ritual dance-- “Sanghyang” or Trance Dance. In the traditional sanghyang dance a person 
in a state of trance communicates with the deities or ancestors. The pamphlet also reads that these 
specific dancers are used as a medium for the deities or ancestors convey the old Indian epic 
Ramayana. The purpose of the Kecak dance is usually for the entertainment of visitors. In the 
dance version of the story Hanuman does win and defeats Rahwana. The dancer embodying 
Hanuman displays “monkey-like” characteristics like a monkey mask and a tail (See Image 8). 
During the performance Hanuman jumps onto different ledges and interacts with the audience like 
a monkey. He does things that humans typically should not do, like scratch themselves in public 
and touch other people's heads.  
 




 Though the people I have talked to have explained that macaques are considered sacred 
because of the Epic, it must be noted that the Balinese attitude toward monkeys is complex. One 
paper reveals that the macaques can occupy “a border area between the animal/demonic world and 
the world of humans, or, alternatively, between the world of humans and the world of gods” 
(Schillaci 2010). Therefore, the monkey can be viewed in the context of both realms, and its role 
is defined by the space it is inhabiting (Schillaci 2010). Those monkeys associated with Hindu 
temples are often tolerated, treated with kindness, and protected because they have both a religious 
and an economic value (because of tourism). Yet, a monkey caught raiding a farmer’s field may 
be considered animal/demonic as they become an economic liability (Schillaci 2010).  
Another author claims that in Bali, macaques are not sacred at all and instead are just 
“relatively well treated, and protected, in temple forest areas and are largely tolerated by the local 
populace” because of their economic benefits (Fuentes 2007). The authors of “The Not So Sacred 
Monkeys of Bali” (2010) go as far to say that: 
Monkeys’ role as tourist attractions, akin to “cash cows” rather than “sacred cows,” that 
give them such high standing in Bali. In other words, they provide a financial incentive for 
tolerance. 
 The realized religious significance of the monkeys within the forest is arguable. Even so, 
the historical and spiritual significance of the site itself and they ways in which religion affects 
management must also be recognized. According to the brochure provided to visitors, “the mission 
of The Sacred Monkey Forest Sanctuary is conserving the area based on the concept of Tri Hita 
Karana” (The Sacred Monkey Forest Brochure 2019). Tri Hita Karana is a Balinese Hindu 
philosophy that allows for a harmonious life: “Tri” meaning three, “Hita” meaning happiness, and 
“Karana” meaning the cause or manner. This phrase explains the three ways in which to live a 
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good life as one must have harmonious relationships between humans and humans, humans and 
their environment, and humans with God.   
This philosophy is implemented through the different ceremonies held at the temples. The  
largest ceremony held is the anniversary of the main temple, Pura Dalem Agung, and it’s 
celebrated every Balinese new year or 210 days (Pak Buana). The Pura Purana, a holy book and a 
historical document of the temple, explains that the temple was built around the middle of the 14th 
century when the kingdoms in Bali were ruled by Dynasty of Pejeng (The Sacred Monkey Forest 
Brochure 2019). The age of the temple and the history tied to it alone give the space tremendous 
meaning. This temple is also where people worship the personification of Shiva, the God of 
destruction. I witnessed this specific ceremony as thousands of people dressed in their pakaian 
adats6 and gamelans paraded through the forest (See Image 9). According to the Manager on the 
                                               
6 Pakaian Adat is the term used to describe the traditional outfits worn for Balinese Hindu religious ceremonies by 
both men and women. 
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anniversary of the temple the gods and the deities of the gods needed to be moved from one place 









(Image 9: Men and women parade 
through the forest. Because of the loud 
noises and the amount of people there 
were no monkeys around. Taken by 
author Spring 2019) 
 
The forest is also home to the Pura Beji, pura meaning temple, where people worship the 
personification of the Goddess Gangga (The Sacred Monkey Forest Brochure 2019). Goddess 
Gangga is named after the Ganges river, which contains holy water, and this temple is a place of 
cleansing and purification both physically and spiritually (Pak Buana).  
 Not only are ancestral spirits and gods given offerings and prayers, but also the animals 
that inhabit the forest, in conjunction with Tri Hita Karana. Within the temples there are special 
ritual activities related to animals, called Tumpek Kandang. Kandang means cage, and this ritual 




There are also rituals for the plants within the forest, called Tumpek Uduh, where the plants 
in the forest are the subject of the ritual (The Sacred Monkey Forest Brochure 2019). The Sacred 
Monkey Forest Sanctuary, with Udayana University in Denpasar have identified 115 separate 
species of trees (Monkey Forest Website 2019). As mentioned previously, one of the purposes of 
the Forest is to plant and protect holy plants, some of these include the Majegau, the Beringin, and 
the Pule Bandak. The wood from the Majegau tree is used for the building of shrines and leaves 
of the Beringin are used in cremation ceremonies (Monkey Forest Website 2019). The Pule Bandak 
is a tree of special significance because it embodies the spirit of the forest. It is also used to make 
masks, which are only to be used inside the temple. Interestingly, the priest must ask the tree spirit 
to cut a small piece of its wood to make the mask; it is not chopped down. Because of this spirit 
of the tree remains embodied in the mask (Monkey Forest Website 2019). 
 Statues are another feature of the Monkey Forest that are given offerings and prayers by 
the local villagers. The statues right around the temples do have religious significance, they are 
thought to “assist” the temples, but no specific meaning (Pak Buana). Many of the statues were 
also put in place as tourist attractions. For example, the management added snake statues because 
they “look cool” and because they display the types of animals that are in the forest (Pak Buana). 
The snakes are meant to represent reptiles in general that inhabit the forest, like water monitors. 
According to McCarthy, “human and nonhuman primate interconnections are influenced 
by complicated webs of economic, cultural, and ecological components, which may be unique to 
specific regions (2009). Therefore, it is vital to understand the religious context of both the site in 





 The same sentiment elicited from McCarthy’s quote should also be applied to other cultural 
influences of the site, such as tourism. In order to better understand the interactions between the 
visitors within the forest and the macaques I conducted short ethnographic interviews with multiple 
tourists and a few forest workers. I interviewed visitors within the forest as they passed the area 
where I was conducting behavioral observations. I approached them and asked if I could interview 
and record them. In order to respect the privacy of my informants I have either left out names 
completely or have given them a pseudonym. Those who agreed were mostly women and were 
either from a European country or North America. There were little complications communication, 
as my informants had varying levels of conversational English. One person spoke with me in 
German and luckily that is a language I am comfortable conversing in. One complication that arose 
was that sometimes the interviewees lacked the ability to answer the questions posed. Though I 
am of the opinion that lack of knowledge can also provide significant information to the careful 
observer. One other issue that needs to be noted is that I am not an unbiased observer. All of the 
information collected was filtered through my own interpretations and should be regarded as such. 
Though these interviews provided significant insight to the tourist’s perspective. 
 I first wanted to know if the tourists had any prior knowledge of the significance of 
monkeys in Balinese Hinduism. None of the tourist I asked knew anything about Hanuman and 
most had no knowledge of any connection between Balinese Hinduism and monkeys in general. 
The tourists’ main focus was obviously not centered around religion, instead they came for a 
variety of other reasons. One couple came “because it had been recommended”, others came for 
the monkeys and the “jungle”. One couple explained that they usually would not come to a place 
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like the Monkey Forest because it’s too “touristy”, but they decided to come anyway because it 
was a close walk from where they were staying.  
 The visitors I interviewed also came with different experience levels around wild monkeys. 
Most of the people had only ever seen monkeys in zoos before, so this type of environment was 
very different. One person I talked to had visited before and wanted to show the rest of her family, 
and another couple explained that they had been to similar parks in other countries like “Ghana 
and Guatemala.” Considering that they had different experience levels, it’s no surprise that they 
had different comfort levels around the monkeys as well. I asked them whether they felt 
comfortable around the monkeys or afraid. Most described themselves as comfortable around the 
monkeys as long as they kept a distance. One woman explained that upon entering the forest her 
child was afraid of the monkeys but after a while they were “okay”. The couple who had been to 
similar parks in different described that by comparison, these monkeys were “super docile” and 
“super nice”, therefore they felt very comfortable. 
One way to maintain one's ease around the monkeys is to adhere to the visitor’s guidelines. 
The guidelines, created by the Monkey Forest, describe how to safely interact with the monkeys. 
The guidelines are posted in various places around the forest (See Image 10), and are also available 
on the website and in brochures made available at the entrances. Both the brochure and the website 
provide the information in twelve different languages. Visitors are asked to leave bags (both plastic 
and paper) as well as plastic water bottles at the ticket counter. The guidelines also advise people 
not to bring any bananas or other food and to avoid making any physical contact. The brochure 
reminds people that these monkeys are wild animals and that their behavior is unpredictable; these 
guidelines are only meant to minimize violent incidents. It also asks people to keep “the forests, 
wildlife, and the environment in good manner” (The Sacred Monkey Forest Brochure 2019). 
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Finally, the brochure requests that visitors respect the prohibited sacred spaces within the forests 
like the temples. The temple areas are only accessible for those who wish to pray and are wearing 
the correct garb (See individuals in Image 9). 
 (Image 10: This is one of the signs posted 
around the forest. The large images are clear and easy 
to understand. The first square advises people to 
avoid eye contact, as it is a sign of aggression. The 
second square- or top right- suggests that people be 
mindful of the monkeys and their beg-robbing 
behavior. The third- or bottom left- square alerts 
visitors to refrain from physical contact, especially 
towards the juveniles as the mothers are inclined to 
attack. The last square strongly suggests that visitors 
do not feed monkeys outside food, and hints that it 
will make the monkeys sick. Taken by author at 
Monkey Forest Spring 2019) 
  
 
While conducting observations, I noticed that some visitors followed these guidelines very 
closely. Children would often hold their hands over their eyes to avoid eye contact and nervous 
parents would repeat to their children “don’t look them in the eyes”. However, it must also be 
noted that some visitors do not abide by the posted instructions. Pak Buana said that one of the 
biggest issues at the forest is the difficulty in the communication between staff and tourists. 
Tourists arrive at the Monkey Forest from all over the world and speak many different languages. 
This makes it difficult to convey the policies and rules “both for the monkeys’ safety and for the 
safety of the guests” (Pak Buana).  
Pak Buana also noted that there are many behaviors that are advised against which are still 
carried out by tourists. Many of these include poking the macaques with various items like  “Go-
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Pros on a stick or selfie sticks”, and water bottles “to get their attention or try to play with them” 
(Pak Buana). One of the workers explained that he notices that people will feed and touch the 
monkeys when they are not supposed to. He mentioned that he will tell them not to but sometimes 
they still do it. Other tourists made similar observations, as one couple told me that they had “seen 
people touch them [the macaques] which they shouldn’t be doing.”  
Ruesto et. Al (2010), noticed similar tourist behaviors at other monkey viewing forests. It 
was noted that visitors often behaved in an attention-seeking manner. Tourists seemed to continue 
any behavior that elicited a response from the monkeys, such as making noises, snapping, patting 
their laps, clapping their hands, and utilizing food to draw the monkey either nearer or on their 
person. Though it is not in the guidelines, most visitors avoid the feeding areas to give the monkeys 
an appropriate amount of space while they are eating. However, during one observations session I 
witnessed five people approach the feeding area and proceed to sit down (See Image 11). They 







(Image 11: Four children and an adult 
woman sitting on feeding area as macaques 
eat sweet potatoes. Taken by Author at the 
Monkey Forest Spring 2019.)  
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By disregarding the published guidelines people often put themselves and the monkeys in 
potentially dangerous situations. For instance, in the aforementioned scenario, one of the juvenile 
monkeys eventually jumped onto a child’s back in attempt to retrieve the food item. When the 
child would not yield, the macaque began to bite at the child’s clothes. Though luckily the child 
was not bitten, this could easily have happened. Visitors also create danger for themselves when 
they do things “such as initiating eye contact and physical contact with the macaques, stepping on 
their tails, teasing them, or allowing the animals to climb on them” (Fuentes 2005). Unknowing 
tourists can put the monkeys in risky situations as well. They often attempt to give food to 
juveniles, infants, and subjugant individuals unaware that this make the monkeys the target of 
aggression from more dominant adults.  
In order to fully understand the interactions between the long-tailed macaques and people, 
it is important to contextualize the behaviors that the relationship is built upon. For this reason, I 
found it significant to delve into the tourists’ perspective of the monkeys: their motivations, 
feelings and prior knowledge. 
 
Behavioral Analysis of Long-Tailed Macaques 
Throughout this paper I have established the context for which human-macaque 
interactions occur and explored the human perspective of the relationship. It is also significant to 
give consideration to the ways in which the monkeys affect and are affected by said interactions. 
I have posed three main questions to guide this investigation. Firstly, I wanted to know if the 
number of interactions between humans and monkeys was related to number of tourists in 
proximity to the feeding locations. I wanted to know if the rate of interactions between monkeys 
and humans was related to the presence of a certain age classifications of monkeys, and interactions 
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were most commonly of a affiliative, submissive, or aggressive nature. I utilized a specific 
methodology in order to answer these questions. 
I frequented the Padangtegal Monkey Forest in the latter half of April in 2019 conducting 
21 one-hour behavioral observations in the same feeding location (See Image 12). To ensure equal 
representation under different conditions, I did observations at different times of days, as well as 
during times of high and low tourist density. I was located down a path near the central area (See 
Image 13). I did a scan at five-minute intervals and noted the number of tourists as well as age sex 
classifications: differentiating Male/Female and Juvenile/Adult. The observer was counted, but the 









(Image 12: This is the feeding location I 
frequented for observations. Those monkeys 
eating at this specific location were a part of 
the “central” group. The central territory has 
one of the largest populations at the forest, 
rivaled only by the “temple” group. Taken 














(Image 13: This is a map of 
the Monkey Forest. The arrow and 
circle indicate where I conducted my 
behavioral observations. Photo is 
from the Ubud Monkey Forest 
Website 2019.)  
 
 
The number of macaques and their relative age groups (Juvenile/Adult) was also noted 
during scans. I used the posters around the site to familiarize myself with ages, and I also asked 
some of the workers. During the five minute intervals I did all occurance behavioral sampling 
scans7 for any interaction with the visitors. Human–monkey interaction is being defined as at least 
one showing behavioral change due to the behavior of the other. If monkey or visitor ignored the 
presence of the other, it was considered to be “no interaction”. I then broke the different interactive 
behaviors into three different categories: aggressive, submissive, and affiliative (See Figure 14). I 
noted the age classification of the monkey that performed sed behavior.  
In my observations I noticed that “no interaction” was the most common activity to occur. 
Monkeys were usually more preoccupied with one another or were focusing on food. Many of the 
                                               
7 During all occurrence sampling the “observer notes each time a specific behavior is performed and records as 
much information as possible” (Campbell 2011).  
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monkeys spent much of their time around the food cages attempting to retrieve a banana or corn. 
Yet many of the tourists I spoke to said that they had interacted or had seen an interaction with a 
macaque. According to one older woman, “one jumped on my leg and then jumped off again”. 








Behavior Behavior Description 
Aggressive 
Threat 
An individual directs an open mouth threat gesture or any of its components, e.g., stare, raised 
eyebrows, lowered jaw, ground slap, to visitor. 
Lunge An individual directs a lunge to another individual but does not go into a full chase. 
Chase An individual runs rapidly after visitor. 
Grab 
An individual roughly and quickly seizes visitor's possessions, clothing  
or body and holds for at least a few sec. 
Bite 
An individual grabs and bites either clothing or skin, either releasing the victim quickly  
or hanging on for several sec. Soft bites occurred in the context of embracing or play  
and were not counted as aggression. 
Submissive 
Fear Grin 
A silent bared-teeth grimace in which the corners of the mouth  
and lips are laterally retracted, the jaws are partly open and the teeth are visible. 
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Cower A lateral flexion of the spine away from another individual. 
Flee One individual runs from another at a moderate or fast pace to a position ≥5 m away. 
Scream A high pitched vocalization, often accompanied by grimacing and soliciting for support. 
Avoid One individual immediately withdraws from the approach of visitor 
Affiliative 
Beg Rob 
Approaching the visitor, often standing bipedal, the animal reached for food (or other item) in the hand,  
bag, or stroller of the visitor. Sometimes opening bag and stealing the item. 
Jump One individual climbs onto or jumps onto visitor and sitting for at least a few seconds. 
Touch One individual lightly touches another usually on the head, shoulders or back. 
Groom One individual orally or manually manipulates the fur of another. 
 
(Figure 14: This is a table of various behaviors and definitions. They have also been classified if they are aggressive, 
submissive, or affiliative in nature. This specific set of behaviors was derived from Breman (2004) and through 
observations made by the author.) 
 I wanted to understand which age group of monkeys was most likely to interact with 
visitors. During my observations I overheard multiple people express their fear of the larger 
dominant males, and I thought to test if this fear was justified. I found that out of the 193 
interactions recorded 162 were involving juvenile macaques, while only 31 interactions involved 
adult macaques. Of the adult macaque-human interactions 12 were of an aggressive nature, while 
19 were considered affiliative. O’Leary and Fa (1993) conducted a similar study on the Barbary 
macaque in Gibraltar. In their study they found that adult macaques were most likely to interact 
with humans, and that adult male macaques were “most likely to engage humans by grabbing food 
or exhibiting ‘‘begging’’,” contact” (O’Leary 1993). This was not the case in the study I conducted. 
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However, they also reported that infants and juvenile macaques were the age/sex class most 
commonly observed to initiate contact with humans, which did support my data.  
One worker I spoke to explained that the juvenile macaques are more curious than the 
matured adults. They are seen most often within the cites, and perhaps that can help explain why 
they interact most with humans. The dominant adults have first access to food resources due to 
their status, and this could also explain their lack of interest in the visitors as. As for the visitors 
fear about the interaction of adults, this may be explained by the monkey-monkey interactions. 
Often times adult macaques would demonstrate behaviors like scream, or chase which were not 
directed at visitors but still elicited a fearful response. People also seem much more afraid when 
an adult attempts to “beg rob” them even if it is not intentionally aggressive.  
I also found it significant to observe whether the interactions between macaques and 
visitors were most commonly affiliative, submissive, or aggressive. I found that of the total 162 
interactions 49 were aggressive, 17 were submissive, and 127 affiliative. I chose to classify beg 
robbing as affiliative because the interaction usually begins with a “touch” and do not demonstrate 
the same characteristics of a behavior that would be considered aggressive. Though when visitors 
respond incorrectly that behavior may shift to one of aggressive nature such as grabbing.  
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In their study, Zhou found that the Tibetan macaque apparently “classified humans into 
lower-ranking and higher-ranking classes according to their behavior in the interactions” (Zhou 
2005). They noticed that there were more aggressive interactions when people were submissive 
persons, especially when they brought food. In 1994, when visitors were still allowed to feed the 
macaques, Wheatley and Harya Putra studied the same monkeys in the Padangtegal Monkey 
Forest. They found that feeding by tourists was “significantly correlated with increased contact 
but not biting, and that the presence of food was significantly correlated with the total frequency 
of aggression by macaques towards humans.” It seems then that by eliminating the presence of 












(Image 15: This is a picture of a juvenile person and a juvenile 
macaque interacting. The macaque had previously been sitting 
on the child's lap and was demonstrating and affiliative “jump” 
behavior. The macaque was eating a sweet potato. Taken by 
author Spring 2019.) 
 
Prior to conducting my observations, I had assumed that the number of interactions 
between tourists and macaques was related to the number of tourists in proximity to the feeding 
location, in the sense that with more people, there would be more interactions. Previously 
published literature supports this claim. Minna et al. (2009) wrote that “the frequency of human–
monkey interactions was influenced by the number of macaques and tourists coexisting in certain 
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locations and timing,” and the “frequency of human–monkey interactions was usually influenced 
both by the number of monkeys as well as the number of visitors.” In this study I only looked at 
the number of people, but I didn’t draw the same conclusions. The graph below depicts the total 
number of people and total number of incidents of interactions per one hour session (See Figure 
15). There was no correlation between number of people and number of incidents. The highest 
peak for the number of people occurred when there was a parade for a ceremony. Due to the 
copious amounts of people and the loud music there were no macaques in the area, therefore no 
interactions could occur. The study that Minna et al. conducted did not account for situations in 
which there are extreme amounts of people. In this sense, context is crucial as this monkey forest, 
unlike other forests, is also a sacred space with large events with hundreds of people. Therefore I 
suggest that there is perhaps a specific range that provides conditions suitable for large amounts 
of interactions. Yet, I could find no relation between the total number of people per one-hour 
section and the total number of incidents. Therefore, I conclude the interactions must have been 
influenced by another factor.  
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(Figure 15: A bar graph of the total number of people and total number of incidents per one hour session.) 
Rather than just studying the behavior of macaques towards visitors, one study researched 
both the behavior of tourists and Formosan macaques. Minna et al. found that those visitors showed 
more affiliative behavior than agonistic behavior toward the macaques. In response to visitors’ 
threat or attack, the macaques mostly showed submissive behavior with bared teeth, squealed or 
ran away to avoid confrontation, and only few responded with counter aggression (2009). Another 
study found that female humans received the majority of bites from adult male and subadult male 
macaques (Fuentes 2005). They noted that this may be due to macaque behaviors, but they also 
suggest that the behavior of the female adult was a significant factor. They ascertained that human 
adult females were the “most prone to attempt to touch the monkeys, and to show strong ‘‘startle’’ 
responses when the macaques exhibit aggression,” (Fuentes 2005). 
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Though I did not formally study whether human behavior initiated most interactions it did 
come across in casual observations. I noticed that adult macaques only showed aggressive behavior 
in response to visitors displaying threatening characteristics, realized or not. For instance, a young 
child made instense eye contact with a larger dominant male. The child was not trying to intimidate 










(Image 16: Macaque sits on the shoulder of 
visitor after she presents it with sweet corn provided by 
a tour guide. The visitors face is covered to maintain 
their anonymity. Taken by author in Monkey Forest 
Spring 2019.) 
 
Visitors often initiated interactions with juveniles as well. One man extended his hand in 
front of juvenile like "high five". The monkey responded with a “touch” and then turned its 
attentions elsewhere. The man still wanted to interact with the juvenile so he began to tap on the 
metal food crate that the macaque was sitting on. The juvenile responded with a “threat”. Often 
times visitors will ask the forest workers and tour guides to help them interact with the macaques. 
Some will cut up little pieces of corn to give to the visitors, even though they are supposed to limit 
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the physical contact. The visitors are instructed to then put their hand up and the macaques “jump” 
and sit on their shoulders or heads (See Image 16). Therefore, human behaviors are just as 
significant as monkeys in the visitor-macaque interactions, and they more often than not, initiate 
said interactions may they play out to be affiliative, aggressive or submissive.  
Conclusion 
In order to understand the human and nonhuman primate interconnections the context the 
relationship must be established. In the Monkey Forest in Bali, Indonesia both religion and tourism 
must be accounted for. In Bali it can be argued that the monkey holds sacred meaning, and the 
sites where they are most often found are in religious setting like temples. Tourism is another 
major influence for increased human-macaque interactions. Visitors come from all over the world 
with varying degrees of experience and comfortability with the monkeys. Visitors also initiate 
contact with the macaques according to their own judgment and adhere to the posted guidelines as 
they see fit resulting in mixed consequences. 
Through my behavioral observations I found that the number of people at a given feeding 
location has little concluding effects on the number of interactions per hour. Although it should be 
noted that when there are extreme amounts of people there will likely be less monkeys in general. 
My observations also suggested that juveniles are the most likely to interact with people. 
Affiliative behavior was the most common for both juvenile and adult monkeys; Submissive 
behavior was not common. 
According to Duffus and Dearden (1993), the development of a recreational relationship 
with wild animals is based on three key issues: the effects of the experience on the visitors, the 
effects on the animal, and its environment and the carrying capacity to sustain tourism. By studying 
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Recommendations for Further Studies/Limitations 
 When I first began my observation I wanted to focus on understanding how provisioned 
food affected the monkeys and tourism. Though in this specific park it was rather difficult. 
Workers do adhere to the feeding schedule but very loosely. I planned on conducting one hour 
observation sessions with the feeding time halfway though, this proved to be very difficult. I would 
advise future studies to consider this when planning their research questions. I also focused solely 
on the behavior the macaques rather than both monkeys and visitors and utilized ethnographic 
methods instead. Studies that focus on both behaviors could prove to be interesting.  
 In doing my observations I noticed that the density of the grouping of people could have 
an effect on the number of interactions. When people were spread out there seemed to be less 
interactions, but when multiple people were crowded around it increased the chances of 
interaction. This and the time people spend at each feeding station could be avenues to explore 
further.  
 I came across different limitations while conducting my observations. I realized that 
behavioral studies are difficult to carry out with just one person. I could only study a limited 
amount of variables and had no one to backup my data. I also experienced some fatigue on the 
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Appendix: One Interview of Tourists 
Name:  
Hudson and Jess8 
Age:  
Both 21 
How many people did you come with? 
Just one/Each other. 
How long have you been here? 
1 and a half days, we just got here. [in the Monkey forest?] Little less than an hour probably. 
Where are you from? 
Utah, United States. 
Why did you come to the monkey forest? 
Honestly, it’s not really our thing. So we don’t really know. We definitely don’t do stuff that’s 
this touristy, but we just decided it was a close walk. It was a close walk yeah.  
Have you seen monkeys before? Where? 
Jess: Yes. Gahna, Guatemala.  
Hudson: Yeah, a few different places, I can’t even remember where. Probably here and zoos. 
Are you afraid of the monkeys or comfortable around them? 
Jess: No the ones here are like super nice. I’ve been afraid of monkeys like in Africa, but that’s 
it.  
Hudson: I feel really comfortable. The ones here seem super docile.  
Have you interacted with them or seen any interactions? 
Jess: Yeah, one jumped on my head. That’s pretty much it. 
Hudson: Yeah on her head. Yeah that’s pretty much it. 
Do you know the story of Hanuman? 
Hudson: No. 
Jess: No. 
Do you know anything about the connection between Hinduism and Monkeys? 
Jess: Oh yeah. 
Hudson: I mean I’ve read some of the [couldn’t quite hear what he was saying] and stuff like that 
so like a little bit. 
Do you know anything about the monkeys? 
Hudson: Not really. 
Jess: We read that they were the Balinese Long-tailed. There are like seven different groups of 
them. And there is a social hierarchy. 
Did it meet your expectations? 
Jess: Yeah sure. 
Hudson: I’d say that this is about what I expected. 
                                               
8 Pseudonyms were used for the informants. 
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How do you think selling food to the visitors for the monkeys would change interactions? 
Hudson: It would probably generate a lot of revenue.  
Jess: I think it would be shitty for the monkeys, [Ford: yeah, I think it would] like we saw one 
seeing a sunscreen bottle [Ford: Yeah we did.]. So the more human interaction probably the 
worse their health would be [Ford: yeah probably, probably would.. 
Have you seen the Kecak or Fire Dance? 
Jess: No 
Hudson: No 
